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Dear Sir: 

In response to the Restriction Requirement dated July 6, 2006, and the Communication 
mailed October 24, 2006, Applicant requests that this paper supercede the previous response 
filed August 7, 2006. 

Applicant elects, with traverse, as follows: 

A. CD 1 9 as the species of B cell determinants. 

B. Site directed as the species of administration method. 



Claims 1, 18, 20-27, 29-34, 36-39 and 41-48 are believed to be readable on the elected 
species. 

In order to be completely responsive, Applicant has elected species as set forth above. 
However, Applicant respectfully traverses the Restriction Requirement and requests 
reconsideration of both of the species elections based on the remarks below. 

In discussing restriction practice, the MPEP states that "If the search and examination of 
an entire application can be made without serious burden, the Examiner must examine the 
application on the merits, even though it includes claims to distinct or independent inventions." 
MPEP Section 803. As an initial observation, Applicant believes that the species election 
required should be withdrawn because a search for parenteral or site directed administration 
would likely reveal references pertaining to the other. Thus, the Examiner's search will likely 
reveal references containing both of the species asserted by the Office. 

Secondly, regarding the group of B cell determinants, Applicant again emphasizes that 
the Examiner's search for various specific elements in the claims would reveal references to 
others of the species identified. 

Thus, because there is likely no burden on the Office to perform the search, and to 
economize resources Applicant requests the pending Restriction Requirement be withdrawn. 



2 



